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Conpensation in Part-tinme Jobs versus Full-Tine Jobs:
What if the Job is the Sane?

Abstract

The paper uses data fromthe BLS Enploynent Cost Index (ECI) Programto
docunent differences in conpensation between part-time and full-tine jobs.
The design of the ECI survey allows nme to conpare wage and nonwage
conpensation in jobs fromthe same establishment and occupation, but where one
job is part-tinme and the other job is full-tinme.

I find that conpensation per hour is substantially lower in part-tine
jobs than in full-tinme jobs, even when the jobs are from the sane
est abl i shnent and occupati on. Suppl erentary results wusing data from the
Current Popul ati on Survey suggest that human capital differences between part-
time and full-tine workers explain at nost a mnority of the large difference
in expected conpensation. Therefore, the results suggest that an individual
can expect a lower wage rate if he or she decides to work part-tine rather
than full-time, and much | ower benefits per hour.



. Introduction and Previ ous Research

For Septenber 1994, the U S. Departnent of Labor estimates that about 23
mllion US. workers work part-tinme. That is, 23 mllion US. workers usually
wor k between one and 35 hours per week, which represents 18.6% of all US
wor kers. About 11.4%of U S. nmale workers work part-tine, while 27.0% of U. S
femal e workers usually work part-tinme. Mor eover, another 4.5 mllion US
workers work at a secondary part-time job in addition to a primary full-tine
job, and about 1.7 mllion U S workers work at a secondary part-tinme job in
addition to a primary part-time job.l Certainly, part-tinme enploynment
represents a nontrivial segnment of the U S. |abor market. And given that
part-tine enployment is such an inportant segnent of the |abor market, an
i nportant question is whether a worker who decides to work part time can
expect to receive the same conpensation per hour as the worker would have
recei ved had he or she decided to work full tine. |[If not, why not?

Basi ¢ nodel s of |abor supply assunme that an individual can choose any
nunber of hours per week to work at a fixed market wage. However, previous
enpirical research suggests that average wage rates for part-time workers are
significantly |ower than average wage rates for full-time workers, even for
workers with simlar human capital characteristics. The difference in average
wage rates between part-tinme and full-tinme workers is usually estimted by
including a part-time dumy variable in a log wage regression simlar to

equation (1).

Istatistics are from Enploynent and Earnings, October 1994, They refer to
U S. workers 16 years of age or older. Statistics other than for multiple job
hol di ngs are seasonal | y adj ust ed.




(1) w =x;"b + dPT, + ¢

where: W = log wage rate for individual i
X; = characteristics of individual
PT, =1 if individual i works part time, O if individual i works
full tine

In general, previous regressions like equation (1) suggest that average wage
rates for part-time workers are 10% to 30% | ower than average wage rates for
simlar full-tinme workers. The magnitude of the difference depends on the
particul ar denographic, industry, or occupation group sanpled, but the
difference is nearly al ways negati ve.

VWhet her this inplies that a worker can expect a | ower wage rate if he or
she decides to work part tine rather than full time depends on why average
wage rates anmpbng part-time workers are |ower than average wage rates anong
full-time workers with simlar characteristics. Previous studies offer three

expl anat i ons.

1. Endogeneity of the choice to work part-tine:

Labor supply nodels suggest that individuals are not assigned randomy
to part-time or full-time work. I ndi vi dual s choose their hours per week by
conparing their market wage to their reservation wage for working part-tine
and their reservation wage for working full-tinme. The coefficient estimte
for the part-time dummy variable from a regression |like equation (1) may be
bi ased downward because of the way in which individuals sort thenselves
between part-tine and full-tinme work.

Previ ous studies account for correlation between the part-time dumy
variable and ¢ in equation (1) by also nodeling the individual's decision to

work part-tinme. They generally include a correction termin equation (1) for



the selection of the individual into part-time work. The effect of correcting
for selection is not uniform across studies, however. Si mpson (1986, using
Canadi an data) and Main (1988, wusing British data for wonen) find that
correcting for selection slightly reduces the difference in average wage rates
between part-time and full-time workers. Hot chkiss (1991) finds that
correcting for selection slightly increases the difference in average wage
rates between part-tinme and full-time workers. In contrast, Blank (1990)
finds that accounting for selection sharply changes the difference in average
wage rates between part-tine and full-time workers fromsignificantly negative
to significantly positive for fenal e workers.

2. Dual |abor narkets

Dual | abor markets are often suggested as a possible explanation for the
difference in average wage rates between part-tinme and full-tinme workers that
is not explained by human capital variables or by selection-correction terns
(for example, the last sentence of Hotchkiss, 1991). In dual [|abor nmarket
nodel s, the primary | abor market contains good jobs that pay high wage rates
and of fer generous fringe benefits, while the secondary |abor nmarket contains
bad jobs that pay |low wage rates and offer little or no fringe benefits.
Average wage rates anong part-tine workers are |ower than average wage rates
anong full-tine workers because part-tine workers are disproportionately in
jobs fromthe secondary | abor market.

Al t hough often cited, the dual |abor market explanation has not received
much direct enpirical attention. Dual labor rmarket nodels enphasize
characteristics of the job rather than characteristics of the individual, so
househol d data sets do not suit testing dual |abor markets nearly as well as
they suit testing the selection nodel. I ndi rect evidence supports the dual

| abor market explanation, however. Both Rebitzer and Taylor (1991) and Tilly



(1992) hypothesize that part-tine jobs in the primary |abor market pay at
| east the sanme wage rate as full-tinme jobs, but that npost part-tine jobs are
| ow-wage jobs in the secondary | abor market. As support for their hypotheses,
they cite Blank (1990). Blank notes that her finding that average wage rates
for part-tine workers exceed average wage rates for simlar full-time workers,
once she accounts for the endogeneity of the choice to work part-tinme, is
particularly strong for female workers in professional and manageri al
occupati ons.

Rebi t zer and Robi nson (1991) al so provide indirect support for the dua
| abor markets explanation. Using the switching regression nmethodol ogy
suggested by Dickens and Lang (1985), they estimate that only 5% of workers
with a high probability of being in the primary |abor market are part-tine,
while 31% of other workers are part-tinme. Mor eover, Rebitzer and Tayl or
(1991) and Rebitzer (1993) give theoretic justification for why part-tine
wor kers are disproportionately in the secondary |abor market. They apply the
two- sector nodel from Bul ow and Sumers (1986) to show that workers who prefer
shorter hours will disproportionately work in the secondary |abor market. In
Bul ow and Sunmers' nodel, workers in the secondary workers performrelatively
sinmple tasks, so their production is nonitored costlessly. Wrkers in the
primary market perform nore conplex tasks, so their performance is relatively
costly to monitor. Therefore, workers in the primary |abor market receive a
hi gher wage to insure that they will not shirk. Rebitzer and Tayl or show t hat
firmse in the primary |abor narket have an incentive to hire workers wth
preferences for | onger hour s, so part-time workers wll be stuck
di sproportionately in the secondary | abor market.

3. Technol ogy



Sel ection nodels enphasize that individuals who choose full-tine work
tend to be inherently nore productive than individuals who choose part-tine
wor k. They generally assune that the same worker is equally productive
regardl ess of whether he or she works a part-tine or a full-tine schedule. 1In
contrast, the technol ogy nodel conjectures that a worker's output over the
course of a day is an S-shaped function of hours worked. Productivity rises
over low levels of hours due to setup costs, while productivity eventually
declines at higher levels of hours due to boredom and/or fatigue. Full-tine
workers receive a higher wage rate per hour than part-tine workers, not
because full-tine workers are inherently nore able than part-time workers, but
because a worker's output per hour is higher when he or she works a full-tinme
rather than a part-time schedul e.

Barzel (1973) and Rosen (1978) derive equilibrium hours and wage rates
under the assunption that productivity per hour varies with the number of
hours worked per day. However, to ny know edge, no study tests the technol ogy

expl anation enpirically.

To summari ze, nost enpirical studies suggest that average wage rates are
lower for part-time workers than for full-time workers wth the sane
observabl e characteristics, even after accounting for the endogeneity of the
i ndividual's choice to work part-tine. Bl ank's (1990) result for female
workers is a major exception, however. Indirect enpirical evidence supports
t he dual |abor markets explanation. For exanple, Blank (1987,1990) finds that
average wage rates for part-tine workers exceed average wage rates for simlar
full-time workers for females in professional and managerial occupations,
which others interpret as evidence that part-time workers earn at |east the

same wage rate as full-time workers in the primary |abor market. Finally,



Barzel (1973) and Rosen (1978) conjecture that a worker's productivity per
hour is tied to the nunber of hours per day worked, which may explain why
part-tine workers receive lower wage rates than simlar full-tine workers.
However, their conjecture has not been tested.

I1. Overview of the paper

Previ ous studi es address the question of whether a worker can expect a
lower wage rate if he or she works part tinme rather than full tine by
conpari ng average wage rates for part-tinme workers with average wage rates for
full-time workers with the sanme hunman capital characteristics, through a
regression like equation (1). |In other words, average wage rates anong full-
time workers with the sane age, education, etc. estimate the wage rate a part-
time worker would receive if he or she works full-tine. Wien the study also
corrects for selection, average wage rates anong full-time workers with the
same human capital characteristics and the same characteristics that affect
the individual's reservati on wage (nunber of children, other inconme in famly
etc.) estimate the wage rate the part-tinme worker would receive as a full-tine
wor ker .

In contrast, this paper addresses whether a worker can expect a |ower
wage rate if he or she works part-time by conparing conpensation in part-tine
jobs with conmpensation in full-time jobs from the same establishnent and
occupati on. | use data from the BLS Enployment Cost Index (ECI) program
The design of the ECI survey allows ne to conpare both wage and nonwage
conpensation per hour in jobs from the sanme establishnent and the sane
occupation, but where one job is part-tine while the other job is full-tine.
In other words, conpensation per hour in a full-tine job from the sane
est abl i shnent and occupation estimates the conpensation per hour a part-tine

wor ker would receive as a full-tine worker. Certainly, a full-time job from



the sanme establishment and occupation provides a plausible estimate of the
type of job the part-time worker would hold if he or she worked full-tinme.
Therefore, it should provide a plausible estimate of the conmpensation per hour
the part-tine worker would receive as a full-time worker. Moreover, conparing
conpensation in part-time jobs with full-tine jobs fromthe sane establishnment
and occupation allows me to consider previous explanations for |ower average
wage rates anong part-tine workers nore broadly.

I find that conpensation per hour is substantially lower for part-tine
jobs than for full-tine jobs, even for jobs from the sane establishment and
occupati on. Suppl ementary results using data from the Current Popul ation
Survey (CPS) suggest that human capital differences between part-tinme and
full-time workers explain at nmost a mnority of the part-tine/full-tine
difference in expected conpensation. Therefore, the ECI results suggest that
an individual can expect a |lower wage rate as a part-tine worker than as a
full-time worker, and nmuch [ ower benefits per hour

Thi s paper is organized as follows. Section Ill describes the ECl mcro
data used in this paper. Section |V presents the ECl results, some extensions
to the ECI results, and supplenentary results using CPS data. Section V
di scusses what the EClI and CPS results inply regarding previous explanations
for | ower average wage rates anong part-time workers.

[Il. Data

| use March 1994 micro data fromthe BLS Enploynment Cost |ndex program
The Enpl oynment Cost Index measures quarterly noverment in wage and nonwage
conpensation anong private and state and |ocal government workers in the
United States. (The ECI excludes federal governnent workers and the self
enpl oyed.) The ECI nmicro data contain detailed information on enployers'

expendi tures for nonwage as well as wage conpensation. Mor eover, the design



of the ECI survey nakes it particularly well-suited to conparing conpensation
in part-tine versus full-tinme jobs.

The ECI is an survey of jobs within establishnents.? For each
establishnent in the survey, the ECI collects data for four, six, or eight
j obs. The nunber depends on the establishnent's size. A job refers to the
nost detailed level of job recognized by the establishnment. Wthin each
establ i shnent, the jobs sanpled are chosen randomy with the probability of
sel ection proportional to the job's enpl oynent.

Because the wunit of observation for the ECI is a job wthin an
establishnent, the ECl micro data are average data for the group of enployees
who hold the sanpled job. Note, however, that when the ECI matches enpl oyees
to a job in an establishment, enployees with a different part-tinme/full-tine
status, union/nonunion status, or time-paid/incentive-paid status are never
mat ched to the same job. For exanple, the ECl considers full-time, nonunion,
and time-paid cashiers in Establishnent X to be a separate job frompart-tine,
nonuni on, and time-paid cashiers in Establishment X Therefore, the ECl nicro
data provides nultiple observations from the sane establishnent and 3-digit
Census occupation but with a different part-tine/full-tinme status.

The ECI collects average hourly earnings and expenditures for the 22
benefits listed in Table AL. The ECI converts all benefit expenditures to the
average cost per hour worked anong enployees in the job. The ECI micro data

also reports the job's 3-digit Census occupation code and the job's work

2Note that the BLS Enployee Benefits Survey program uses the same sanple as
the BLS Enpl oyee Cost I|ndex program (See BLS Handbook of Methods, 1992.)

Also, what | refer to as a job within an establishnent, BLS docunentation
sonmetines refers to as an occupation within an establishnment or a quote within
an establishnent. | use the term job rather than occupation to avoid

confusion with occupations as defined by the 3-digit Census codes, which do
not necessarily correspond to how the ECI defines a detailed job within an
establ i shrent .



schedul e: schedul ed hours per day, scheduled hours per week, and schedul ed
weeks per year. Also available are characteristics of the establishnent: its
size, industry, and |ocation. No denographic characteristics of individual
wor kers are coll ected, however.

The ECI regressions in this paper use the follow ng specification, where

j indexes for jobs.

(2) Cj = X' by + dPT; + &; W,

wher e: c; = | og conpensation per hour in job j

Xy = characteristics of job j

PT, =1 if the job is part-tinme, O if the job is full-tine

W= sanmpl e weight for job j

| define a job as part time if scheduled hours per week is |less than 35, and
full time if scheduled hours per week is 35 or greater. The EC sanple
wei ghts account for the ECI's sanpling schenme.3

| estimate equation (2) using weighted |east-squares. Unfortunately,
the ECl micro data file does not have the nunber of enployees w thin each job,
so any correction to equation (2) for the nunber of enployees in each job is
not feasible.4 Therefore, because the variance of e may depend on the nunber
of enployees in job j, | use the procedure suggested by White (1980) to
cal cul ate asynptotic standard errors for the weighted | east-squares estinates.
VWite's procedure allows for general forns of heteroskedasticity in g. | use

a block form of White's procedure to allow also for general forns of

3The ECl sanple weights used in this paper are the same sanple weights used to
cal cul ate the Enpl oyer Cost for Enpl oyee Conpensation estimates reported each
March by the BLS.

4Section Al of the appendix reports some information regarding the number of
enpl oyees in jobs fromthe March 1994 ECI sanple.
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covari ance between jobs from the sane establishnent. Section IV.C discusses
the CPS data used in supplenentary regressions.
V. Enpirical Results

| use two sanples fromthe March 1994 ECI micro data. The top left of
Table 1A shows the size of the first sanple, which | refer to as the full
sanmple. The full sample contains all jobs for which schedul ed hours per week
is available and for which the job's average hourly earnings is not inputed.?
O 21,642 total jobs, 18,287 are full-time and 3,355 are part-tine. Much of
the anal ysis conpares conpensation within occupations, so note that the ful
sanpl e contains at |east one observation from 465 occupations and two or nore
observations from 443 occupations. Table 1B lists the 20 nost frequent
occupations in the full sample.

The bottom left of Table 1A shows the distribution of part-tine and
full-time jobs anobng nine occupation groups for the full sanple. (A
statistics in this paper other than sanple-size counts are calculated using
the ECl sanple weights.) About 22%of all jobs are part-tinme. Part-tine jobs
are concentrated in professional and technical, sales, admnistrative support,
and service occupations. There are few part-tinme jobs in the executive and
managerial, precision, craft, and machi ne operator occupations.

The second sanple from the ECI micro data is a subset of the full
sanmpl e. | refer to the second as the same-job sanple. Cbservations are

included in the sane-job sanple if there are corresponding part-time and full -

SFor the March 1994 ECI, 3,738 jobs had a positive sanple weight but no
i nformati on on schedul ed hours. |In addition, 468 jobs have a positive sanple
weight and information on scheduled hours but the job's average hourly
earnings is inputed.

I do not delete observations for which benefit costs are in part or
fully inmputed. Section Al of the appendi x di scusses the frequency with which
benefit costs are inputed for the two sanpl es.
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time jobs fromthe sane establishnent and 3-digit occupation. For exanple, a
part-tine cashier from establishment X is included if there is at |east one
full-time cashier fromestablishnent X in the sanple. The corresponding part-
time and full-time observations make up the same-job sanple. The same-job
sanple allows regressions like equation (2) to include a dunmy variable for
each establishnent/occupati on conbi nation

The top right of Table 1A shows the size of the sane-job sample. O the
21,642 observations in the full-sanple, 1,138 qualify for the sane-job sanple.
The sane-job sanple has 567 part-tinme jobs and 571 full-time jobs from 495
di stinct occupation/establishment conbinations. The bottom right of Table 1A
shows the distribution of part-time jobs anong occupati on groups for the same-
job sanple. The occupation distributions of full-tinme and part-tinme jobs are
relatively simlar, as both a full-tine and part-time job nust coexist in the
establ i shnent and occupation for the jobs to be included in the sane-job
sanmpl e. Table 1B lists the 20 npbst frequent occupations in the same-job
sanmpl e.
A. ECl results

Tables 2A and 2B use the full sanple to show gross differences in
conpensati on between part-time and full-time jobs. Tabl e 2A shows average
hourly earnings and the average cost per hour for five benefit categories.?®
Table Al of the appendix lists the benefits in each category. Average hourly

earnings is nmuch lower in part-tine jobs than in full-time jobs: $9.09 to

6The estimates in Table 2A differ from the Enployer Cost for Enployee
Conmpensation estimates reported for March 1994 (see News Rel ease, USDL: 94-
290, June 16, 1994) because | delete jobs for which schedul ed hours per week
is not avail able and jobs for which average hourly earnings is inmputed. Also,
| define jobs as part time or full time based on scheduled hours per week,
whereas the Enpl oyer Cost for Enpl oyee Conpensation defines jobs as part tine
or full time based on how the establishnment defines the job.



12

$13. 97. Moreover, the average expenditure per hour for all five benefit
categories is lower for part-time jobs than for full-tine jobs. And, except
for legally-required benefits, the average expenditure per hour for each
benefit category is a snaller percentage of total conpensation per hour for
part-tine jobs than for full-tinme jobs.

Table 2B shows results for the first set of regressions in the form of
equation (2). Four dependent vari ables: | og average hourly earnings, |og
benefits per hours, log total conpensation per hour, and the |og of average
hourly earnings divided by total conpensation per hour are regressed on a
constant and a part-time dummy variable. Benefits per hour equals the sum of
the costs per hour for the 22 benefits listed in Table Al. Total conpensation
per hour equal s average hourly earnings plus benefits per hour

The part-tine coefficient estimate in Table 2B equals -0.531 when |og
average hourly earnings is the dependent variable, which is |larger than nost
conparabl e estinmates reported previously. However, the part-tine coefficient
estimate is twice the magnitude at -1.083 when | og of benefits per hour is the
dependent variable. Thus, the difference in average hourly earnings between
part-tine and full-time jobs substantially understates the difference in tota
conpensati on per hour between part-tinme and full-tine jobs.

Table 3A shows coefficient estimates for equation (2) wth other
expl anatory variables included in the regressions. |In Table 3A, there are the
four dependent variables and three sets of explanatory variables. Besides the
expl anatory variables Ilisted, all 12 regressions include the job's Ilog
establishnent size and dummy variables for the job's 3-digit Census

occupation, major industry,’ msa status, and census region. Therefore, the

The 13 major industries follow the CPS Mjor Industry Recode.
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estimates for the part-tine coefficient represent differences in expected
conpensation w thin occupations and adjusted for characteristics of the
est abl i shnent . Union is a dummy variable for whether the job is unionized
and gov is a dummy variable for whether the job is in state or |Iocal
gover nment . Because 22 occupations have only one observation in the full
sanpl e, observations fromthese occupations are dropped.

In regression [1], the coefficient estimates for the part-time dumy
variable are smaller in magnitude than the corresponding estimates in Table
2B, so differences in expected conpensation between part-tine and full-tine
jobs are smaller within occupations than the gross differences in Table 2B.
However, the part-time coefficient estimates remain statistically significant
and are still quite large in magnitude. The part-time coefficient estimate is
-0.144 when | og average hourly earnings is the dependent variable and -0.509
when | og benefits per hour is the dependent variable.

Regressions [2] and [3] show results when the part-time dummy variable
is interacted with the union dumy variable and both the union and government
dunmy vari abl es. For exanple, Sinpson (1986, Canadian data) finds that the
uni on/ nonuni on wage differential is greater for part-time workers than for
full-time workers: 42 percent for part-tine workers, 19 percent for full-tine
workers, which inplies that the part-tine/full-time wage differential is
smal l er for union workers than for nonunion workers. Also note as background
that, for the full sanple, 12.9% of part-tine jobs are unionized, while 21.4%
of full-tinme jobs are unionized. O the part-tinme jobs that are unionized
58.8% are in state and | ocal governnent. The three nost frequent occupations
anong part-tine and unionized jobs are elenentary school teachers, secondary

school teachers, and teacher's aids.
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To nake conparisons easier, Table 3B shows part-time/full-tinme
conmpensation differences calculated using the coefficient estimates from
regressions [1], [2], and [3] in Table 3A For exanple, the union
differential for regression [2] equals the coefficient estimate for the part-
time dunmmy variable plus the coefficient estimate for the part-tinme/union
i nteraction. The results from regression [2] suggest that conpensation is
significantly lower in part-tine jobs than in conparable full-time jobs for
nonuni on j obs. However, the same is not true for union jobs. For all four
dependent variables, the part-time/full-tine difference is not significantly
different fromzero. Regression [3] allows part-tine/full-tinme differences in
expected conpensation to vary by union and governnment status. For jobs that
are both unionized and in state or |ocal government, the part-tinme/full-tine
difference is actually positive and statistically significant when | og average
hourly earnings, log benefits per hour, and log total conpensation per hour
are the dependent vari abl es.

The results in Tables 3A and 3B suggest that, at least in jobs that are
not both unionized and in state and | ocal governnment, conpensation per hour is
significantly lower in part-tinme jobs than in full-time jobs, even wthin
occupations and adjusted for observable characteristics of the establishment.
However, unobserved differences between part-tinme and full-time jobs may stil
cause the | ower conpensation in part-tinme jobs. For exanple, even within 3-
digit occupations, part-tine jobs may still be disproportionately | ow wage
jobs from the secondary |abor market. Therefore, to control for unobserved
di fferences among jobs, Table 4A shows regressions results for the sane-job
sanmpl e. The regressions in Table 4A include an dummy variable for each
est abl i shnent/occupati on conbination, so there is a separate intercept for

cashiers who work in establishnent X, etc. Therefore, the regressions conpare
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conpensati on between part-tinme and full-time jobs fromthe same establishnment
and the sanme occupati on.

Remar kably, however, the coefficient estimates for the part-tine dumy
variable in Table 4A are quite sinmlar to the coefficient estimates for the
part-tine dunmy variable in Table 3A. They remain statistically significant
and quite large in magnitude.® Wthin the sane establishment and occupation
the estimated part-tinme/full-time difference is -0.164 when | og average hourly
earnings is the dependent variable and -0.475 when |og benefits per hour is
t he dependent vari abl e.

The maj or change in the estimtes between Tables 3B and 4B is for union
j obs. The part-tinme/full-tine difference in expected compensation becones
statistically significant and even larger in nmagnitude for union jobs than for
nonuni on jobs once the establishment/occupation intercepts are included.
Anal ogous results hold for regression [3]. For all four categories of jobs,
conpensation in part-tine jobs is significantly lower than in full-time jobs
when jobs fromthe sane establishment and occupation are conpared.

The follow ng chart reinforces the results in colum 2 of Table 4B. It
shows just how different the provision of benefits is to part-tine versus
full-time jobs, even when the jobs are from the sane establishnent and
occupati on. Each of the 495 establishnent/occupation conbinations in the
same-job sanple is categorized as to whether it offers insurance, paid |eave

and retirement and savings to its part-time job and/or its full-tinme job.®

8Because | use the procedure suggested by Wite (1980), the standard error
estimates are not adjusted for the nunber of parameters estimated, which is
large relative to size of the sanme-job sanple. However, | reestimated the
standard errors assumng that the residuals in equation (2) are uncorrel ated
and honoskedasti c. Adj usted for the nunber of paraneters estinmated, the
standard error estinmates are simlar in nagnitude to the ones reported.

9 count the establishnent as offering the benefit to the job even if the job
has a benefit plan but a zero cost per hour. For exanple, the job may have a
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The chart shows the total nunber of establishnent/occupation conbinations in
each category. (I'f the establishnment/occupation has nore than one part-tinme
or full-time job, the job is coded as receiving the benefit if at |east one of

the jobs receives the benefit.)

pai d retirenment
insurance |eave and savi ngs
bot h j obs 194 412 209
full-tine job only 247 78 115
part-time job only 1 1 1
nei ther job 53 4 170

It is virtually never true that the part-tine job receives the benefit while
the full-time job does not. However, it is often true that the full-tine job
receives the benefit while the part-time job does not.10
B. Extensions

In this section, | extend the regressions to test their robustness and
i nplications. Except as noted otherwi se, the regressions using the full
sanple follow the specification from regression [1] in Table 3A, and the
regressi ons using the same-job sanple follow the specification fromregression
[1] in Table 4A That is, the full sanple results show part-tinme/full-tine
differences wthin occupations and adjusted for <characteristics of the
establishnent, and the sane-job sanple results show part-tinme/full-tinme
differences within the sane establishnment and occupation. | enphasize results
for the sane-job sanple, though | also report the full sanple results for

conpari son.

plan for paid | eave, but none of the workers in the job qualify, so the job as
a zero cost per hour. | still count the job as being offered paid | eave.

ONollen and Martin (1978, p. 31) report sinilar discrepancies in the
provi sion of benefits to part-time versus full-tine jobs, although they report
hi gher rates of benefit provisions to both part-tine and full-tine jobs.
Their results are based on a survey of managers who enploy both part-tine and
full-time workers.
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1. Hours per day versus hours per week

The ECI micro data not only report average scheduled hours per week
anong enpl oyees for each job, but al so average schedul ed hours per day. To ny
know edge, previous research defines part-time and full-tine work based
exclusively on hours per week.!l The top of Table 5A shows results for the
full sample when | og hours per day, the square of |og hours per day, |og hours
per week, and the square of log hours per week replace the part-tine dumy
variable. The bottom of Table 5A shows results for the full sanple when dumy
variables for different categories of hours per day and hours per week repl ace
the part-tinme dumry variable. Table 5B shows anal ogous results for the same-
job sanmple, although | combine the category [50+) hours per week with the
omtted category [35,50) hours per week because the same-job sanple has only
one job with 50 or nore hours per week. Bel ow each set of coefficient
estimates, | report estinmated differences relative to an 8 hrs/day, 40
hrs/week job for three comon conbi nati ons of hour per day and hours per week,
based on the coefficient estimates.

| report the two sets of coefficient estimates because the results are
somewhat sensitive to whether continuous functions of hours or hours category
variables replace the part-tine dumy variable. (Results wusing |inear
squared, and cubed | ogs of hours and results using |inear, squared, and cubed
| evels of hours are simlar to the results using |linear and squared |ogs of
hour s. Results using the category variables are robust to adding categories
for very short hours per day and hours per week, but sensitive to how hours
per day and hours per week are grouped into categories, particularly the

estimates for 6 hrs/day, 30 hrs/week jobs.) Regardl ess of whether the |og

UHamer mesh (1994) presents some statistics for the joint distribution of
usual hours per week worked and days per week worked for the U S. and Gernany.
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variables or the category variables are used, however, the hours per day
coefficient estimates are jointly significant at 5% in all four regressions
for the full sanple, and when |og average hourly earnings and |og total
conpensation per hours are the dependent variable for the same-job sanple.
The hours per week coefficient estimates are jointly significant at 5% in al
four regressions for both the full and same-job sanples.

Focusing on the results for the sane-job sanple in Table 5B, the
estimates suggest that the length of the workday is inportant, even anong jobs
usually defined as part-time based on hours per week. Rel ative to an 8
hrs/day, 40 hrs/week job, the estimated difference in expected |og average
hourly earnings for a 4 hrs/day, 20 hrs/week job is two to three tinmes the
magni t ude of the estimated difference for an 8 hrs/day, 24 hrs/week job. The
length of the workday appears to be |less inportant when |og benefits per hour
is the dependent variable, however. Rel ative to an 8 hrs/day, 40 hrs/week
job, the estimated difference in expected |og benefits per hours for a 4
hrs/day, 20 hrs/week job is only one and one-fourth to one and two-thirds the
magni t ude of the estimated difference for an 8 hrs/day, 24 hrs/week job.

2. Differences by occupation group

Tables 6A and 6B show results when | allow part-tinme/full-tinme
conpensation differences to vary across mmjor occupation groups. Log hours
per day, the square of log hours per day, |og hours per week, and the square
of log hours per week replace the part-tine dummy vari able. The log hours
variables are interacted with dumy variables for the major occupation groups
in Table 1A To increase the sanple size of some groups, | conbine
prof essional, technical with executive, managerial, and | conbine precision,

craft, machine operators, transportation occupations, and handlers, |aborers
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into blue-collar occupations. I list only estimated differences relative to
an 8 hrs/day, 40 hrs/week job for brevity.

Tabl e 6A show results for the full sanple. As nentioned in Section |
previ ous studi es enphasize Blank's (1990) result that average wage rates for
part-tine fenmale workers exceed average wage rates for simlar full-time
femal e workers in professional and managerial occupations. The results for
prof essi onal , executive occupations in Table 6A are generally consistent. For
all three conbinations of hours, the estimated difference in expected I|og
average hourly earnings is smaller in magnitude for professional, executive
occupations than for the other occupations groups, and not statistically
significant. However, the estimated difference in expected |og benefits per
hour is quite large in magnitude for all occupation groups, including
prof essi onal , executive occupations, particularly when 8 hrs/day, 40 hrs/week
jobs are conmpared to 4 hrs/day, 20 hrs/week jobs.

In contrast, however, the results for the sane-job sanmple in Table 6B
contradict Blank's findings. In Table 6B, estimated differences for service
occupations stand out from the other occupation groups as smaller in
magni tude, particularly for 6 hrs/day, 30 hrs/week and 4 hrs/day, 20 hrs/week
jobs. Estimated differences for professional, executive occupations are very
much in line with the other occupations groups outside of service occupations.
For exanple, the estimated difference in expected |og total conpensation per
hour between an 8 hrs/day, 40 hrs/week job and a 4 hrs/day, 20 hrs/week job
equals -0.312 for professional, executive occupations, but only -0.106 for
servi ce occupati ons.

VWhen dunmy variables for categories of hours per day and hours per week
are interacted with dummy variables for the najor occupation groups (not

shown), the results are fairly simlar. For the same-job sanple, estimated
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di fferences for service occupations again stand out fromthe other occupation
groups as smaller in magnitude for 6 hrs/day, 30 hrs/week and 4 hrs/day, 20
hrs/week jobs, although |less so for 8 hrs/day, 24 hours/week jobs.

3. Establishments with extended hours

Using data from surveys of firnms, Nollen and Martin (1978) and
Zeytinoglu (1992) find that the nbost common advantage to firms of hiring part-
time workers is that part-time workers provide flexibility in scheduling
workers to match peak workload hours and/or extended hours of operation.
Table 7 shows results for the full and same-job sanples with the hours
variables interacted with a dummy variable for whether the job is from a
retail trade, personal service, or entertainment industry.12 | assune that
establ i shnents fromthese industries are nore likely to have extended hours of
operation and therefore nore likely to benefit frompart-tine workers.

However, estimated differences for jobs from retail trade, personal
service, or entertainnent industries are generally larger in nmagnitude than
estimated differences for other industries. Thus, although establishnments in
these industries may be nore likely to benefit fromhiring part-tinme workers,
the results in Table 7 provide no evidence that this translates into a smaller
part-tine/full-time difference in expected conpensation per hour. (The same
is true when dunmy variables for categories of hours are used rather than |ogs

of hours.)

12The results in Table 7 relate to the results in Tables 6A and 6B in that,
for the full sanple, observations from a retail trade, personal service, or
entertai nnent industry are 36.4% from service occupations, 30.4% from sal es
occupations, and 10.0% from handlers, |aborers occupations. Remai ni ng
observations are from other major occupations groups. For the sane-job
sanmple, 55.8% are from sales occupations, 26.4% from service occupations,
14. 1% are from handl ers, |aborers occupations, with the remaining observations
from ot her nmaj or occupation groups.
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C. CPSresults

The ECI sane-job sanple results suggest quite strongly that a worker can
expect nuch | ower conpensation per hour if he or she decides to work part-tine
rather than full-time. However, this assunes that conpensation per hour anong
full-time workers from the sanme establishment and occupation accurately
reflects what the part-tine worker would receive as a full-tine worker. The
obvi ous weakness of the ECI micro data is that no dempgraphic information
about individual workers is available. Human capital differences between the
part-tine and full-time workers may still explain the large difference in
conpensation between part-time and full-tine jobs. Therefore, | supplenment
the ECl results with results using household data from the CPS.13 The CPS
results suggest that human capital differences between part-tine and full-tinme
wor kers account at nost for a mnority of the large part-tinme/full-tine
di fferences in expected conmpensati on suggested by the ECl results.

The CPS regressions use the followng specification; i indexes for

i ndi vi dual s.

(3) W =Xxg'by + x5 b, + dPT; + € W

where: W = |log average hourly earnings for individual
X,; = characteristics of individual i's job
X, = denographic characteristics of individual i
PT, =1 if individual i works part-time, O if individual i works
full-tine

w, = CPS earnings weight for individual

B&oshen (1991) performs a sonmewhat anal ogous exercise using both
establi shment and CPS dat a.
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The vector x,; contains characteristics of the individual i's job that are
available in both the EC and the CPS: dummy variables for 3-digit
occupations, major industries, census regions, union status, government
status, and a union/government interaction. (Establishnment size is not
available in the CPS.) The vector X, contains denographic characteristics of
individual i that are known to affect expected conpensation but are not
available in the ECI data: age, age squared, dummy variables for whether the
individual is mle, married, and white, and dunmry variables for the

i ndividual's |evel of education: | ess than high school degree, high school

degree, some college, college degree, and post-college degree.

The strategy is the follow ng. I first estimate equation (3) wth X
as the only explanatory variables. | then estimate equation (3) with x;; and
X, as the explanatory variables. The change in the part-tinme coefficient

estimate gui des how nuch not includi ng denographic characteristics potentially

affects the ECl results. As nentioned in Section |, previous studies include
a correction term in regressions like equation (3) to account for the
selection of individuals into part-tinme work. However, because | include

dunmmy variables for 3-digit Census occupation to nmake the results conparable
to the ECl results, the nunmber of explanatory variables in equation (3) is
prohibitively large to allow for standard selection correction procedures.
Instead, to account for the endogeneity of the part-time dummy variable, |
al so estinmate the paranmeters in equation (3) by two-stage |east-squares. The

first-stage regression follows equation (4).

(4) PT, = X3"q + Xp' @ + 2" + hi; w

where: z, = instrunments for whether individual i works part tinme
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The vector z, contains instrunents for an individual's decision to work part-
time: nunber of children in the fanmily less than five years of age, nunber of
children in the famly at least five and under 18 vyears of age, dummy
variables for whether the individual is enrolled in high school, enrolled in
college part-tine, and enrolled in college full-time, 1 a dummy variable for
whet her the individual is at least 65 years of age, and a dunmy variable for
whet her there are other famly nmenbers 16 years of age or older who have
positive usual weekly earnings. The dummy variable for other earners in the
famly is also interacted with the log of the sum of usual weekly earnings
anong other fam ly nmenbers 16 years of age and ol der. Moreover, all variables
in the vector z, are interacted with the male dummy variable and with a dummy
variable for whether the individual is less than 21 years old, so the
paranmeters in g are allowed to differ between male and female workers and
bet ween very young workers and ot her workers.

The data are for CPS outgoing rotation groups from all nonths of 1993
and all nonths of 1994. The sanples includes individuals from age 16 through
age 70 with a positive usual hours per week worked. The sanpl es exclude self-
enpl oyed workers and workers in agricultural industries. Average hourly
ear ni ngs equal s usual weekly earnings divided by usual hour per week worked.
(ohservations with average hourly earnings bel ow one or above 250 are dropped.
Part-tine equals 1 if usual hours per week worked is | ess than 35, and zero if
usual hours per week worked is greater than or equal to 35. | report results

for all workers and separately for male and femal e workers.

14The CPS asks only individuals 24 years of age and younger the enroll ment
guesti ons. | assunme workers older than 24 years of age are not enrolled in
hi gh school or coll ege
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Besi des using the CPS earnings weights to account for the sanple schene
of the CPS, | create two other sets of sanple weights. They are cal cul ated
according to equations (5) and (6).

(5) w Ul = wo*(f full/f OPS)
(6) w, Same-job = yyx(f sane-job/f CPS)
where: f full = proportion of ECl full sanple in occupation o

f Sam-iob = proportion of ECl same-job sanple in occupation o

f CPS = proportion of CPS sanple in occupation o

The weights from equation (5) force the CPS sanple to have the sane
distribution of 3-digit occupations as the ECI full sanple. The weights from
equation (6) force the CPS sanple to have the sane distribution of 3-digit
occupations as the same-job sanple. Wen | use the adjusted weights in
equation (5) or (6), | exclude federal governnent workers and workers in
agricultural or private household occupations from the sanple, as these
workers are outside the ECI's sanple universe. Mor eover, when using the
wei ghts from equation (6), | also report results separately for service and
nonservi ce occupations, because the estimated differences in conpensation
between part-tine and full-tine jobs for service occupations stand out from
the estimates for other occupation groups in Table 6B as being smaller in
magni t ude.

Tabl e 8A shows coefficient estimates for the part-time dummy variable in
equation (3) wusing data pooled from all nonths of 1993. Tabl e 8B shows

results using data pooled from all nonths of 1994.15 The results in each

Al regressions also include dummy variables for the survey nonth. In
addition, equation (3) includes a dummy variable for whether usual weekly
earnings is topcoded, both by itself and interacted with the part-tine dunmy
vari abl e. Equation (4) also includes a dummy variable for whether usual
weekly earnings for any other workers in the fanmily is topcoded.
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tabl e are broken into three blocks: results for all workers, results for male
wor kers, and results for female workers. The weights vary across the col ums.
The first columm uses the CPS earnings weights. The second columm uses the
CPS earnings weights adjusted to the occupation distribution of the ECl full
sanmpl e. The third colum uses the CPS earnings weights adjusted to the
occupation distribution of the ECI sane-job sanple. The fourth and fifth
colums also wuse the CPS earnings weights adjusted to the occupation

distribution of the ECl same-job sanple. Columm 4 shows results using workers

from service occupations only. Colum 5 shows results using workers from
nonservi ce occupations only. Wthin each block, the set of independent
variabl es varies down the rows. In the first row, job characteristics are
included in -equation (3). In the second row, job and denographic
characteristics are included in equation (3). In the third row, job and

denogr aphic characteristics are included in equation (3) and the part-tine
dunmmy variable is estimated according to equation (4). Table A3 shows sanple
statistics for the variables used in the 1993 regressions for all workers.
Sanpl e statistics for 1994 (not shown) are simlar.

Note three results from Tables 8A and 8B. First, adding denographic
variables from x, to equation (3) reduces the magnitude of the part-tinme
coefficient estimate for all workers by about one-third for 1993, regardless
of whether or not the CPS weights are adjusted to the ECI sanples. Results
(not shown) are simlar for 1992. However, the denographic variabl es reduce
the magnitude of the part-time coefficient estimate for all workers by over
40% for 1994. Second, the denographic variable generally reduce the magnitude
of the part-time coefficient estimates nore for nale workers than for fenale

wor ker s. For 1993, for exanple, the part-tine coefficient estimates are 40%
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to 50% snaller for male workers when denographic variables are added to
equation (3), but only about 20%to 30% smaller for femal e workers.

Finally, focus on the two-stage |east-squares results for all workers in
the third colums of Table 8A and 8B, where the CPS sanple weights are
adjusted to the EClI sane-job sanple's distribution of occupations. For both
1993 and 1994, the +two-stage least-squares estimate 1is statistically
significant and slightly larger in magnitude than the corresponding | east-
squares estimates for all workers. 16

| report the CPS results to give sone sense of whether the results from
the ECl regressions would be significantly different if denographic variables
were included as explanatory variables. In general, they suggest that
including the human capital and denographic variable in x, from equation (2)
m ght explain sone of the large difference in expected conpensation between
part-tine and full-tinme jobs suggested by the ECl results, but the majority of
the difference would remain. Moreover, the 35%to 40% reduction in the part-
tine coefficient estimate when x, 1is added to equation (3) probably
overstates the degree to which human capital and denographic differences
between part-time and full-time workers explain the ECl results, particularly
the same-job sanple results. The CPS regressions conpare part-tine and full-
time workers from the sanme occupation, adjusted for characteristics of the
worker's establishnment that are observable in the CPS In contrast, the EC
same-j ob sanple regressions conpare part-time and full-time jobs fromboth the
same occupation and the sane establishnent. Wrkers wthin the sanme

est abl i shnent and occupation are probably much nore honbgeneous than workers

16| experimented with subsanples of the CPS data from 1992, 1993, and 1994
The two-stage |east-squares estimates proved nuch nore erratic than the
correspondi ng | east -squares esti mates.
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in the occupation across all establishnents wth the sane observable
characteristics. For example, cashiers who work in the sane store are
probably much nore alike in terns of their human capital (as nmeasured by their
age, education, etc.) than are all cashiers who work in retail trade and live
in the same census region. 1’

V. Discussion

Wth the ECl and supplenentary CPS results as background, | return to
the three previous explanations for |ower average wage rates anong part-tine
wor kers than anmong full-tinme workers, and to the question of whether a worker
can expect |ower conpensation per hour if he or she decides to work part-tine
rather than full-tine.

O the three previous explanations, the ECI results contradict dual
| abor markets nost strongly, at least as applied in previous studies. Dual
| abor market nodels are often descriptive rather than theoretic, so they tend
not to lead to clear hypotheses that can be tested empirically. Nonetheless,
the striking result fromthe ECI sanples is the remarkabl e robustness of the
di fference in conpensation between part-time and full-tinme jobs, even between
jobs that are otherwise simlar; that is, from the sanme establishnent and
occupation. The conmmon thene of dual |abor nmarket nodels is that jobs can be

di vided neaningfully between the high-wage primary |abor market and | ow wage

I"There is also a nore technical reason to believe that the CPS results
overstate the degree to which including denographic information about workers
woul d affect the ECI sanme-job sanple results. Previous research suggests that
error in coding 3-digit occupations in the CPS is not negligible (see Polivka
and Rothgeb, 1993). Sonme of the explanatory power of the denographic
variables in equation (3) nmay account for the mscoding of workers

occupati ons. By the design of the ECI, the sane BLS field econom st who
initially collects earnings and benefit information from the establishnent
al so codes the occupation for all of the establishment's sanpled jobs.
Therefore, the ECI sanme-job sanple has no error caused by different coders
coding 3-digit occupations differently.
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secondary | abor market. For exanple, in Rebitzer and Taylor's (1992) nodel
the primary and secondary | abor markets coexi st because the performance in a
primary-sector job is difficult to monitor while the performance in a
secondary-sector job is nonitored costlessly. Yet it is hard to imagine that
the difficulty in monitoring a part-tine job differs significantly from the
difficulty in nonitoring a full-time job when the two jobs are from the sane
est abl i shnent and the same occupation

Mor eover, the ECI sane-job sanple results contradict the conclusion used
to support dual |abor markets that part-tine wage rates are at |east as |arge
as full-tine wage rates for workers who work in the primary |abor nmarket.
Dual | abor market nodels universally classify professional, executive jobs and
union jobs as fromthe primary sector. However, and again quite strikingly,
the ECI sanme-job sanmple results suggest that within job differences in
conpensati on between part-tine and full-time jobs are significant and at | east
as large in magnitude for professional, executive jobs and for union jobs as
they are for other job categories.

The other two explanations for |ower average wage rates ampbng part-tine
wor kers are sel ection and technol ogy. Distinguishing between the two is quite
difficult, as it comes down to whether average conpensation per hour differs
between part-tine and full-time workers because workers who nore productive
(regardl ess of whether they work part-time or full-tine) tend to work full
time or because workers are nore productive when they work a full-time rather
than a part-tinme schedul e. Nonet hel ess, the technology explanation is at
| east consistent with expected conpensation being |ower anong part-tine jobs
than among full-time jobs from the sanme occupation and establishnent,
particularly because the supplementary CPS results suggest the including

i nformati on on workers' age, education, gender, and race in the ECl same-job
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regressions would explain at nost a mnority of the difference. Mor eover ,
Barzel (1973) and Rosen (1978) focus on hours worked per day as inportant in
determining a worker's equilibrium wage rate. Consistent with their
formulation, the ECI sane-job sanmple suggests that the difference in the
expected wage rate between a full-day, but short-week job and a simlar full-
day, full-week job is much smaller than the difference between a half-day,
full-week job and a sinmlar full-day, full-week job. (This appears to be |ess
true for expected benefits per hour, however).

Thus, although the results may not distinguish between the selection and
technol ogy expl anations definitively and certainly other explanations are al so
consistent with them?® the results do provide insight into the question of
whet her a worker can expect to receive the same conpensation per hour if he or
she decides to work part-tine rather than full-time. Previous studies use the
average wage rate anmong full-tine workers with the sane age, education, etc
to estimate the part-tine worker's wage rate as a full-time worker. The
results are sonmewhat m xed, however, at |east when the average wage rates al so

i ncorporate informati on about the worker's reservati on wage through sel ecti on-

correl ation procedures. This paper uses an alternative conparison group:
full-time workers from the sane establishment and occupation. Conpari ng
workers who work "side-by-side", the results suggest clearly that an

i ndi vidual can expect a lower wage rate as a part-tine worker than as a full-

ti me worker, and much | ower benefits per hour

18n Nollen and Martin (1978), for exanple, managers report that part-tine
workers lead to higher administrative and training costs. Full-tinme workers
may be able to capture the savings on these costs in ternms of higher
conpensati on.
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Appendi x

Al . Nunber of enpl oyees per job

As nentioned in Section Ill, the ECl micro data do not report the nunber
of enployees in each job. However, the nunber of enployees for sonme jobs in
the ECI sanple is available from the BLS Enployee Benefits Survey (EBS)
program which shares the sane sanple as the EC

Table A4 shows descriptive statistics for the nunber of enployees in

each job | could match to EBS data. | could not match the majority of jobs,
so the descriptive statistics may not represent all jobs fromthe full sanple
particularly well. Nonetheless, they give sone idea of the nunmber of workers

represented by each observation in the EC
All. Inputation of benefit costs

Information on an establishment's cost per hour for one or nore of a
job's benefits is sonmetinmes not avail able. VWen the cost is not avail able,
the ECl inputes the cost per hour as equal to the average cost per hour anong
jobs from the same industry and major occupation. Industry refers to one of
72 industry groups, which correspond approximately to 2-digit SIC industries.
Table 1 lists the nine major occupations.

Table A5 lists descriptive statistics for the proportion of benefit
costs per hour inputed in the full and same-job sanmples. For each job, | sum
benefit costs per hour that are inputed, and then divide the sumby the job's
total benefit costs per hour. Table A2 lists descriptive statistics for this
ratio. About half of the jobs have no benefit costs inputed, although both
sanpl es have some jobs for which the mgjority of benefit costs per hour are
i mput ed.

Note that when the ECI inputes a cost for a job, it accounts only for

the job's industry and major occupation. A part-time job and a full-tine job
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fromthe sane establishment and occupation will get the sane inputed value for
the benefit if the benefit cost is mssing. Therefore, the ECl's inputation
scheme probably leads to the sane-job sanple results wunderstating the
difference in benefit costs per hour between part-tinme and full-time jobs,

rather than overstating them
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Table 1A

Description of full and same-job samples from March 1994 ECI data

no. of obs.
no. of part-time obs.
no. of full-time obs.

no. of occupations
no. of occup. with >1 obs.
no. of establishments

no. of establ./occup. combinations

all jobs

professional, technical
executive, managerial
sales occupations
administrative support
precision, craft
machine operators
transportation occs.
handlers, laborers
service occupations

full sample same-job sample

21,642 1,138

3,355 567

18,287 571

465 107

443 107

4,974 453

495

% of total % of total

% part-time part-time full-time % part-time part-time full-time
22.0% 100.0% 100.0% 50.3% 100.0% 100.0%
20.6% 15.0% 16.2% 46.2% 12.9% 15.2%
3.3% 1.2% 10.4% 45.9% 1.0% 1.2%
41.6% 17.9% 7.1% 55.8% 28.6% 22.9%
16.8% 14.0% 19.6% 52.1% 12.1% 11.3%
2.1% 0.9% 11.5% 50.0% 1.0% 1.0%
1.8% 0.6% 9.6% 52.5% 0.8% 0.7%
13.0% 2.8% 5.2% 34.7% 1.6% 3.1%
23.4% 8.1% 7.5% 52.1% 12.1% 11.3%
46.4% 39.6% 12.9% 47.5% 29.8% 33.3%

Note: Statistics other than sample-size counts are calculated using the March 1994 ECI sample weights.



Table 1B

Most frequent occupations for full and same-job samples from March 1994 ECI data

1990 weighted
census no. of percent
occupation major occupation group code obs. of total
full sample
1) secretaries administrative support 313 771 3.1%
2) managers, n.e.c. executive, managerial 22 735 2.8%
3) janitors and cleaners handlers, laborers 453 568 2.7%
4) elementary school teachers professional, technical 156 545 1.8%
5) bookkeepers administrative support 337 498 2.0%
6) general office clerks administrative support 379 479 2.1%
7) nursing aids, orderlies, attendants service occupations 447 454 1.8%
8) registered nurses professional, technical 95 452 1.8%
9) cashiers sales occupations 276 446 3.2%
10) secondary school teachers professional, technical 157 399 1.3%
11) truck drivers transportation occs. 804 274 2.1%
12) sales workers, other commodities sales occupations 274 268 1.6%
13) education administrators executive, managerial 14 261 0.6%
14) stock handlers and baggers handlers, laborers 877 249 1.3%
15) supervisors, sales occupations sales occupations 243 248 1.2%
16) laborers, n.e.c. handlers, laborers 889 245 1.6%
17) admin. support occs., n.e.c. administrative support 389 228 0.9%
18) machine operators, n.e.c. machine operators 777 220 1.3%
19) financial managers executive, managerial 7 220 0.7%
20) assemblers machine operators 785 199 1.0%
same-job sample
1) nursing aids, orderlies, attendants service occupations 447 132 6.2%
2) cashiers sales occupations 276 127 12.7%
3) sales workers, other commodities sales occupations 274 105 7.5%
4) registered nurses professional, technical 95 99 7.2%
5) stock handlers and baggers handlers, laborers 877 62 4.7%
6) bank tellers administrative support 383 38 2.1%
7) janitors and cleaners service occupations 453 35 4.8%
8) elementary school teachers professional, technical 156 30 1.0%
9) secretaries administrative support 313 28 0.9%
10) sales workers, apparel sales occupations 264 23 4.1%
11) food preparation occs, n.e.c. service occupations 444 23 3.0%
12) guards, except public service service occupations 426 20 3.1%
13) general office clerks administrative support 379 20 1.8%
14) secondary school teachers professional, technical 157 20 1.0%
15) investigators, except insurance administrative support 376 18 0.8%
16) food counter and related occs. service occupations 438 14 2.6%
17) material handlers, n.e.c. handlers, laborers 883 14 2.3%
18) bus drivers transportation occs. 808 12 1.0%
19) waiters and waitresses service occupations 435 10 1.8%
20) truck drivers transportation occs. 804 10 1.4%

Note: Statistics other than sample-size counts are calculated using the March 1994 ECI sample weights.



Table 2A

Gross differences in average hourly earnings and benefit costs per hour between part-time and full-time jobs,

using full sample from March 1994 ECI data

part-time jobs

full-time jobs

average % of total average % of total
average hourly earnings $9.09 76.7% $13.97 69.7%
legally-required benefits $1.13 9.5% $1.71 8.5%
insurance $0.66 5.6% $1.57 7.8%
supplemental pay $0.14 1.2% $0.52 2.6%
retirement and savings $0.34 2.9% $0.85 4.2%
paid leave $0.49 4.1% $1.43 7.1%
total compensation per hour $11.84 100.0% $20.06 100.0%
no. of observations 3,355 18,287
Note: Statistics calculated using the March 1994 ECI sample weights.

Table 2B

Weighted least-squares coefficient estimates using full sample from March 1994 ECI data

log total log avg. hourly
log average log benefits compensation earnings/total comp.
hourly earnings per hour per hour per hour
intercept 2.480 ** 1.558 ** 2.833 ** -0.353 **
( 0.010 ) ( 0.015 ) ( 0.011 ) ( 0.002 )
part-time -0.531 ** -1.083 ** -0.653 ** 0.122 **
( 0.025 ) ( 0.042 ) ( 0.027 ) ( 0.005 )
no. of observations 21,642 21,641 21,642 21,642

Note: Asymptotic standard errors in parentheses, * indicates significance at 10%, ** indicates significance at 5%.



Weighted least-squares coefficient estimates using full sample from March 1994 ECI data;
All regressions also include log establishment size and dummy variables for occupations,

Table 3A

major industries, msa status, and census regions.

[1] part-time

union

gov

union*gov

[2] part-time

union

gov

union*gov

part-time*union

[3] part-time

union

gov

union*gov

part-time*union

part-time*gov

part-time*union*gov

no. of observations

log total log avg. hourly
log average log benefits compensation earnings/total comp.

hourly earnings per hour per hour per hour

-0.144 ** -0.509 ** -0.219 ** 0.074 **

( 0.012) ( 0.024) 0.013) ( 0.004)

0.253 ** 0.571 ** 0.350 ** -0.097 **

( 0.016) ( 0.028) 0.018 ) ( 0.006)

0.014 0.167 ** 0.058 ** -0.043 **

( 0.016) ( 0.028) 0.017 ) ( 0.006)

-0.073 ** -0.238 ** -0.127 ** 0.054 **

( 0.020) ( 0.039) 0.024 ) ( 0.008)

-0.170 ** -0.593 ** -0.257 ** 0.087 **

( 0.013) ( 0.027) 0.015) ( 0.005)

0.232 ** 0.504 ** 0.319 ** -0.087 **

( 0.016) ( 0.027) 0.019 ) ( 0.006)

0.014 0.167 ** 0.058 ** -0.043 **

( 0.016) ( 0.028) 0.017 ) (  0.006)

-0.085 ** -0.277 ** -0.145 ** 0.060 **

( 0.020) ( 0.040) 0.024 ) ( 0.008)

0.171 ** 0.553 ** 0.252 ** -0.081 **

( 0.027) ( 0.059) 0.032) ( 0.011)

-0.186 ** -0.598 ** -0.270 ** 0.084 **

( 0.014) ( 0.027) 0.015) (  0.005)

0.246 ** 0.520 ** 0.334 ** -0.088 **

( 0.016) ( 0.027) 0.019 ) ( 0.006)

-0.007 0.164 ** 0.041 ** -0.048 **

( 0.017) ( 0.027) 0.018 ) ( 0.006)

-0.100 ** -0.312 ** -0.166 ** 0.066 **

( 0.021) ( 0.035) 0.023 ) ( 0.008)

0.039 0.404 ** 0.110 ** -0.071 **

( 0.041) ( 0.106) 0.054 ) ( 0.019)

0.136 ** 0.027 0.109 ** 0.027 *

( 0.035) ( 0.091) 0.042 ) ( 0.015)
0.123 ** 0.243 * 0.163 ** -0.039

( 0.056) ( 0.140) 0.070 ) ( 0.025)
21,620 21,619 21,620 21,620

Note: Asymptotic standard errors in parentheses, * indicates significance at 10%, ** indicates significance at 5%.



Table 3B

Part-time/full-time differences among job categories, calculated using
weighted least-squares coefficient estimates from Table 3A.

log total log avg. hourly
log average log benefits compensation earnings/total comp. no. of observations
hourly earnings per hour per hour per hour for job category
[1] all jobs -0.144 ** -0.509 ** -0.219 ** 0.074 ** 21,620
( 0.012) ( 0.024) ( 0.013) ( 0.004)
[2]  nonunion -0.170 ** -0.593 ** -0.257 ** 0.087 ** 16,247
( 0.013) ( 0.027) ( 0.015) ( 0.005)
union 0.001 -0.039 -0.005 0.006 5,373
( 0.024) ( 0.052) ( 0.029) ( 0.010)
[3]  nonunion/nongovernment -0.186 ** -0.598 ** -0.270 ** 0.084 ** 13,519
( 0.014) ( 0.027) ( 0.015) ( 0.005)
union/nongovernment -0.148 ** -0.194 * -0.161 ** 0.013 2,890
( 0.040) ( 0.103) ( 0.053) ( 0.019)
nonunion/government -0.051 -0.572 ** -0.162 ** 0.111 ** 2,728
( 0.033) ( 0.089) ( 0.040) ( 0.015)
union/government 0.111 ** 0.075 * 0.111 ** 0.001 2,483
( 0.022) ( 0.043) ( 0.024) ( 0.010)
no. of observations 21,620 21,619 21,620 21,620
Notes: Asymptotic standard errors in parentheses, * indicates significance at 10%, ** indicates significance at 5%.

The observation with zero benefits per hour is nonunion and nongovernment.



Table 4A

Weighted least-squares coefficient estimates using same-job sample from March 1994 ECI data;
dummy variables for establishment/occupation combinations also included in all regressions.

log total log avg. hourly
log average log benefits compensation earnings/total comp.
hourly earnings per hour per hour per hour
[1]  part-time -0.164 ** -0.475 ** -0.227 ** 0.063 **
( 0.017) ( 0.035) ( 0.017) ( 0.007)
union 0.186 * 0.467 0.275 -0.089
( 0112) ( 0351) ( 0.176) ( 0.080)
union*gov 0.229 0.372 0.234 -0.005
( 0.167) ( 0576) ( 0.240) ( 0.120)
[2] part-time -0.155 ** -0.475 ** -0.220 ** 0.065 **
( 0.019) ( 0.038) ( 0.019) ( 0.008)
union 0.223 ** 0.466 0.303 * -0.080
( 0.107) ( 0.359) ( 0175) ( 0.083)
union*gov 0.213 0.372 0.222 -0.009
( 0.163) ( 0578) ( 0.236) ( 0123)
part-time*union -0.084 ** 0.001 -0.064 -0.021
( 0.035) ( 0.101) ( 0.040) ( 0.023)
[3] part-time -0.155 ** -0.462 ** -0.217 ** 0.062 **
( 0.020) ( 0.038) ( 0.019) ( 0.008)
union 0.230 ** 0.383 0.289 -0.060
( 0.107) ( 0381) ( 0.181) ( 0.088)
union*gov 0.199 0.319 0.204 -0.005
( 0173) ( 0557) ( 0.243) ( 0119)
part-time*union -0.099 ** 0.207 ** -0.029 -0.070 **
( 0.048) ( 0.082) ( 0.049) ( 0.022)
part-time*gov -0.005 -0.300 -0.063 0.058
( 0.051) ( 0191) ( 0.073) ( 0.037)
part-time*union*gov 0.042 -0.237 -0.028 0.070
( 0.075) ( 0.258) (  0.100) ( 0.052)
no. of observations 1,138 1,138 1,138 1,138

Note: Asymptotic standard errors in parentheses, * indicates significance at 10%, ** indicates significance at 5%.



Table 4B

Part-time/full-time differences among job categories, calculated using
weighted least-squares coefficient estimates from Table 4A.

log total log avg. hourly
log average log benefits compensation earnings/total comp. no. of obs.
hourly earnings per hour per hour per hour for job cat.
[1] all jobs -0.164 ** -0.475 ** -0.227 ** 0.063 ** 1,138
( 0.017) ( 0.035) ( 0.017) ( 0.007)
[2]  nonunion/nongovernment -0.155 ** -0.475 ** -0.220 ** 0.065 ** 959
( 0.019) ( 0.038) ( 0.019) ( 0.008)
union -0.239 ** -0.475 ** -0.284 ** 0.044 ** 179
( 0.029) ( 0.094) ( 0.036) ( 0.022)
[3]  nonunion/nongovernment -0.155 ** -0.462 ** -0.217 ** 0.062 ** 885
( 0.020) ( 0.038) ( 0.019) ( 0.008)
union/nongovernment -0.254 ** -0.255 ** -0.246 ** -0.008 102
( 0.043) ( 0.072) ( 0.045) ( 0.020)
nonunion/government -0.160 ** -0.763 ** -0.280 ** 0.120 ** 74
( 0.047) ( 0.188) ( 0.071) ( 0.036)
union/government -0.217 ** -0.792 ** -0.337 ** 0.120 ** 77
( 0.034) ( 0151) ( 0.049) ( 0.030)
no. of observations 1,138 1,138 1,138 1,138

Notes: Asymptotic standard errors in parentheses, * indicates significance at 10%, ** indicates significance at 5%.



Table 5

Weighted least-squares coefficient estimates using same-job sample from March 1994 ECI data;
Part-time dummy variable replaced with functions of daily hours and weekly hours.

log total log avg. hourly
log average log benefits compensation earnings/total comp.
logs of hours included hourly earnings per hour per hour per hour
log hours per day -0.211 0.619 -0.114 -0.097
( 0.172) ( 0.726 ) ( 0.213) ( 0.145 )
square of log hours per day 0.105 ** -0.128 0.080 0.025
( 0.049 ) ( 0.211) ( 0.063 ) ( 0.042 )
log hours per week 0.029 -0.687 -0.063 0.092
( 0.311) ( 0.576 ) ( 0.302 ) ( 0.129 )
square of log hours per week 0.015 0.186 ** 0.041 -0.026
( 0.051 ) ( 0.088 ) ( 0.051 ) ( 0.019 )
no. of observations 1,138 1,138 1,138 1,138
Relative to 8 hrs/day, 40 hrs/week:
8 hrs/day, 24 hrs/week -0.068 ** -0.301 ** -0.111 ** 0.043 **
( 0.029 ) ( 0.065 ) ( 0.031) ( 0.013)
6 hrs/day, 30 hrs/week -0.096 ** -0.217 ** -0.121 ** 0.026 **
( 0.014 ) ( 0.048 ) ( 0.019 ) ( 0.008 )
4 hrs/day, 20 hrs/week -0.197 ** -0.507 ** -0.259 ** 0.062 **
( 0.022 ) ( 0.064 ) ( 0.028 ) ( 0.011 )
hours categories included
hours per day: (0,5) -0.094 ** -0.111 -0.095 * 0.002
( 0.047 ) ( 0.109 ) ( 0.051 ) ( 0.022 )
hours per day: [5,7) -0.079 * -0.043 -0.072 -0.007
( 0.045 ) ( 0.096 ) ( 0.045 ) ( 0.020 )
hours per day: [10+) 0.146 ** -0.013 0.137 0.009
( 0.059 ) ( 0.261 ) ( 0.101 ) ( 0.054 )
hours per week: (0,25) -0.106 ** -0.442 ** -0.174 ** 0.068 **
( 0.039 ) ( 0.095 ) ( 0.042 ) ( 0.019 )
hours per week: [25,35) -0.090 ** -0.356 ** -0.145 ** 0.055 **
( 0.046 ) ( 0.092 ) ( 0.048 ) ( 0.017 )
no. of observations 1,138 1,138 1,138 1,138
Relative to 8 hrs/day, 40 hrs/week:
8 hrs/day, 24 hrs/week -0.106 ** -0.442 ** -0.174 ** 0.068 **
( 0.039 ) ( 0.095 ) ( 0.042 ) ( 0.019 )
6 hrs/day, 30 hrs/week -0.170 ** -0.399 ** -0.218 ** 0.048 **
( 0.027 ) ( 0.051 ) ( 0.027 ) ( 0.010 )
4 hrs/day, 20 hrs/week -0.199 ** -0.552 ** -0.269 ** 0.070 **
( 0.026 ) ( 0.051 ) ( 0.028 ) ( 0.010 )
Notes: Asymptotic standard errors in parentheses; * indicates significance at 10%; ** indicates significance at 5%.

Regressions also include dummy variables for establishment/occupation, union status, and union/gov.
Omitted hours categories are hours per day: [7,10) and hours per week: [35+).



Estimated compensation differences, calculated from weighted least-squares coefficient estimates using same-job
sample from March 1994 ECI data; estimated differences allowed to vary by major occupation groups.

Table 6

log total log avg. hourly
log average log benefits compensation earnings/total comp. no. of obs.
hourly earnings per hour per hour per hour for job cat.
8 hrs/day, 24 hrs/week: relative to 8 hrs/day, 40 hrs/week
professional, executive -0.021 -0.317 ** -0.073 * 0.052 ** 241
( 0.036 ) ( 0.079 ) ( 0.038 ) 0.017 )
sales occupations -0.174 ** -0.294 -0.185 ** 0.011 274
( 0.042 ) ( 0.208 ) ( 0.047 ) 0.049 )
administrative support -0.029 -0.450 ** -0.110 ** 0.080 ** 176
( 0.037 ) ( 0.218 ) ( 0.055 ) 0.040 )
service occupations -0.085 -0.266 * -0.120 0.035 * 305
( 0.079 ) ( 0.143 ) ( 0.086 ) 0.020 )
blue-collar occupations -0.151 ** -0.527 ** -0.246 ** 0.095 ** 142
( 0.046 ) ( 0.110 ) ( 0.051 ) 0.021)
6 hrs/day, 30 hrs/week: relative to 8 hrs/day, 40 hrs/week
professional, executive -0.124 ** -0.301 ** -0.164 ** 0.040 ** 241
( 0.034 ) ( 0.064 ) ( 0.035 ) 0.012 )
sales occupations -0.110 ** -0.350 ** -0.155 ** 0.045 ** 274
( 0.017 ) ( 0.031) ( 0.017 ) 0.006 )
administrative support -0.148 ** -0.266 ** -0.175 ** 0.027 ** 176
( 0.025 ) ( 0.063 ) ( 0.027 ) 0.013)
service occupations -0.035 ** -0.038 -0.038 ** 0.003 305
( 0.013) ( 0.041 ) ( 0.017 ) 0.007 )
blue-collar occupations -0.199 ** -0.290 ** -0.217 ** 0.018 142
( 0.035 ) ( 0.063 ) ( 0.036 ) 0.014 )
4 hrs/day, 20 hrs/week: relative to 8 hrs/day, 40 hrs/week
professional, executive -0.230 ** -0.638 ** -0.312 ** 0.082 ** 241
( 0.057 ) ( 0.117 ) ( 0.060 ) 0.021)
sales occupations -0.229 ** -0.700 ** -0.319 ** 0.090 ** 274
( 0.041 ) ( 0.057 ) ( 0.040 ) 0.011 )
administrative support -0.254 ** -0.691 ** -0.346 ** 0.093 ** 176
( 0.039 ) ( 0.106 ) ( 0.045 ) 0.021)
service occupations -0.052 * -0.319 ** -0.110 ** 0.058 ** 305
( 0.028 ) ( 0.088 ) ( 0.034 ) 0.018 )
blue-collar occupations -0.325 ** -0.458 ** -0.351 ** 0.025 142
( 0.054 ) ( 0.092 ) ( 0.056 ) 0.021)
no. of observations 1,138 1,138 1,138 1,138
Notes: Asymptotic standard errors in parentheses; * indicates significance at 10%; ** indicates significance at 5%.

All regressions also include dummy variables for establishment/occupation combinations, union status, and union/government

interaction.



Estimated compensation differences, calculated from weighted least-squares coefficient estimates using full sample

Table 7

from March 1994 ECI data; estimated differences allowed to differ for two industry groups.

log total log avg. hourly
log average log benefits compensation earnings/total comp. no. of obs.
full sample hourly earnings per hour per hour per hour for job cat.
8 hrs/day, 24 hrs/week: relative to 8 hrs/day, 40 hrs/week
retail trade, pers. serv.,enter. -0.098 ** -0.274 ** -0.133 ** 0.035 ** 2,773
( 0.038 ) ( 0.060 ) 0.036 ) 0.012 )
other industries -0.043 ** -0.288 ** -0.091 ** 0.048 ** 18,847
( 0.019 ) ( 0.034 ) 0.020 ) 0.006 )
6 hrs/day, 30 hrs/week: relative to 8 hrs/day, 40 hrs/week
retail trade, pers. serv.,enter. -0.130 ** -0.284 ** -0.161 ** 0.031 ** 2,773
( 0.017 ) ( 0.029 ) 0.018 ) 0.005 )
other industries -0.041 ** -0.228 ** -0.080 ** 0.039 ** 18,847
( 0.009 ) ( 0.016 ) 0.010 ) 0.003 )
4 hrs/day, 20 hrs/week: relative to 8 hrs/day, 40 hrs/week
retail trade, pers. serv.,enter. -0.248 ** -0.563 ** -0.313 ** 0.065 ** 2,773
( 0.025 ) ( 0.045 ) 0.026 ) 0.008 )
other industries -0.104 ** -0.534 ** -0.193 ** 0.089 ** 18,847
( 0.019 ) ( 0.033) 0.020 ) 0.006 )
no. of observations 21,620 21,619 21,620 21,620
same-job sample
8 hrs/day, 24 hrs/week: relative to 8 hrs/day, 40 hrs/week
retail trade, pers. serv.,enter. -0.194 ** -0.428 ** -0.229 ** 0.035 405
( 0.056 ) ( 0.147 ) 0.060 ) 0.029 )
other industries -0.008 -0.254 ** -0.058 ** 0.049 ** 733
( 0.024 ) ( 0.078 ) 0.028 ) 0.017 )
6 hrs/day, 30 hrs/week: relative to 8 hrs/day, 40 hrs/week
retail trade, pers. serv.,enter. -0.125 ** -0.302 ** -0.158 ** 0.033 ** 405
( 0.021) ( 0.057 ) 0.026 ) 0.010 )
other industries -0.072 ** -0.181 ** -0.097 ** 0.025 ** 733
( 0.018 ) ( 0.066 ) 0.025 ) 0.012 )
4 hrs/day, 20 hrs/week: relative to 8 hrs/day, 40 hrs/week
retail trade, pers. serv.,enter. -0.223 ** -0.546 ** -0.287 ** 0.063 ** 405
( 0.028 ) ( 0.065 ) 0.032 ) 0.012 )
other industries -0.158 ** -0.449 ** -0.219 ** 0.061 ** 733
( 0.030 ) ( 0.097 ) 0.040 ) 0.018 )
no. of observations 1,138 1,138 1,138 1,138
Notes: Asymptotic standard errors in parentheses; * indicates significance at 10%; ** indicates significance at 5%.

Full sample regressions also include dummy variables for 3-digit occupations, major industries, msa status, census region,
union status, government status, and union/government interaction.

Same-job sample regressions also include dummy variables for establishment/occupation, union status, and union/government

interaction.
The observation with zero benefits per hour is from other industries.



Table 8

Least-Squares and Two-Stage Least-Squares Coefficient Estimates for Part-Time Dummy Variable,
using pooled CPS data from all months of 1993 and 1994.

all workers

job characteristics

job and demographic char.

job and demographic char.;
PT endogenous (2SLS)

no. of observations
no. of occupations matched
no. of occupations not matched

weighted prop. of unmatched occs.

male workers

job characteristics

job and demographic char.

job and demographic char.;
PT endogenous (2SLS)

no. of observations
no. of occupations matched
no. of occupations not matched

weighted prop. of unmatched occs.

female workers

job characteristics

job and demographic char.

job and demographic char.;
PT endogenous (2SLS)

no. of observations
no. of occupations matched
no. of occupations not matched

weighted prop. of unmatched occs.

1993 1994
CPS ECI same-job sample CPS ECI same-job sample
occupation dist'n occupation dist'n occupation dist'n occupation dist'n
-0.178 ** -0.149 ** -0.178 ** -0.158 **
( 0.004 ) ( 0.006 ) ( 0.004 ) ( 0.007 )
-0.116 ** -0.097 ** -0.101 ** -0.094 **
( 0.004 ) ( 0.006 ) ( 0.004 ) ( 0.007 )
-0.099 ** -0.109 ** -0.097 ** -0.103 **
( 0.012 ) ( 0.020 ) ( 0.013 ) ( 0.024 )
129,755 71,236 141,300 76,330
103 104
4 3
0.017 0.016
-0.263 ** -0.224 ** -0.266 ** -0.259 **
( 0.007 ) ( 0.016 ) ( 0.007 ) ( 0.017 )
-0.138 ** -0.119 ** -0.133 ** -0.147 **
( 0.007 ) ( 0.017 ) ( 0.007 ) ( 0.018 )
-0.096 ** -0.075 -0.093 ** -0.049
( 0.018 ) ( 0.050 ) ( 0.019 ) ( 0.050 )
65,333 27,463 72,116 29,679
103 103
4 4
0.017 0.017
-0.121 ** -0.114 ** -0.115 ** -0.115 **
( 0.004 ) ( 0.009 ) ( 0.005 ) ( 0.009 )
-0.095 ** -0.082 ** -0.079 ** -0.076 **
( 0.004 ) ( 0.008 ) ( 0.004 ) ( 0.009 )
-0.085 ** -0.089 ** -0.100 ** -0.095 **
( 0.015 ) ( 0.032) ( 0.018 ) ( 0.036 )
64,377 43,773 69,147 46,651
102 103
5 4
0.021 0.021

Note: Asymptotic standard errors in parentheses; * indicates significance at 10%; ** indicates significance at 5%.



Table Al

Benefits collected by ECI

benefit

benefit category

1) social security

2) railroad retirement

3) railroad supplemental retirement
4) railroad unemployment insurance
5) federal unemployment insurance
6) state unemployment insurance
7) workers' compensation

8) other legally-required benefits

9) life insurance

10) health insurance

11) sickness and accident insurance
12) overtime

13) shift differential

14) nonproduction bonus

15) severance pay

16) supplemental unemployment
17) pension and retirements

18) savings and thrift

19) vacations

20) holidays

21) sick leave

22) other paid leave

legally-required benefits
legally-required benefits
legally-required benefits
legally-required benefits
legally-required benefits
legally-required benefits
legally-required benefits
legally-required benefits
insurance

insurance

insurance

supplemental pay
supplemental pay
supplemental pay
supplemental pay
supplemental pay
retirement and savings
retirement and savings
paid leave

paid leave

paid leave

paid leave




Table A2

Sample means and standard deviations for full and same-job samples from March 1994 ECI data.

full sample same-job sample

mean std mean std
log avg. hourly earnings 2.36 0.61 2.02 0.53
log benefits per hour 1.32 0.90 0.72 0.86
log total comp. per hour 2.69 0.65 2.28 0.58
log avg. hourly earn./total comp. per hour -0.33 0.13 -0.26 0.12
part-time 0.22 0.41 0.50 0.50
union 0.20 0.40 0.11 0.31
government 0.16 0.37 0.09 0.28
union*government 0.08 0.27 0.05 0.21
part-time*union 0.03 0.17 0.05 0.21
part-time*government 0.03 0.17 0.04 0.19
part-time*union*government 0.02 0.13 0.02 0.13
log establ. size 4.99 2.17 4.69 1.75
msa status 0.83 0.37 0.87 0.34
northeast 0.23 0.42 0.26 0.44
south 0.32 0.47 0.28 0.45
midwest 0.25 0.43 0.23 0.42
west 0.20 0.40 0.23 0.42
mining 0.005 0.07 0.000 0.00
construction 0.044 0.21 0.017 0.13
durable manufacturing 0.093 0.29 0.005 0.07
nondurable manufacturing 0.073 0.26 0.014 0.12
trans, comm, and pub util 0.056 0.23 0.044 0.20
wholesale trade 0.059 0.24 0.021 0.14
retail trade 0.178 0.38 0.408 0.49
finance, insur, real estate 0.057 0.23 0.048 0.21
business, repair services 0.068 0.25 0.096 0.29
personal services 0.025 0.16 0.029 0.17
entertainment, recreation 0.017 0.13 0.005 0.07
professional services 0.278 0.45 0.295 0.46
public administration 0.044 0.21 0.019 0.14
log hours per day 1.97 0.27 1.85 0.33
square of log hours per day 3.96 0.88 3.55 1.12
log hours per week 3.53 0.36 3.31 0.47
square of log hours per week 12.57 2.16 11.19 2.83
hours per day: (0,5) 0.09 0.28 0.20 0.40
hours per day: [5,7) 0.10 0.31 0.21 0.41
hours per day: [7,10) 0.78 0.41 0.57 0.50
hours per day: [10+) 0.03 0.16 0.02 0.14
hours per week: (0,25) 0.15 0.35 0.36 0.48
hours per week: [25,35) 0.07 0.26 0.15 0.35
hours per week: [35+) 0.78 0.41 0.50 0.50
no. of observations 21,620 21,620 1,138 1,138

Note: Statistics calculated using the March 1994 ECI sample weights.



Table A3 (pg. 1)

Sample means and standard deviations for CPS, data pooled from all months of 1993.

log avg. hourly earnings

part-time

union

government
union*government

msa status

northeast

south

midwest

west

mining

construction

durable manufacturing
nondurable manufacturing
trans, comm, and pub util
wholesale trade

retail trade

finance, insur, real estate
business, repair services
personal services
entertainment, recreation
professional services
public administration

age
age squared/100
less than high school
high school degree
some college
college degree
post-college degree
male

white

married

no. of observations

CPS

occupation dist'n

ECIl same-job sample
occupation dist'n

mean std mean std
2.31 0.57 2.01 0.53
0.19 0.39 0.41 0.49
0.19 0.39 0.15 0.36
0.18 0.38 0.14 0.34
0.08 0.28 0.06 0.24
0.77 0.42 0.76 0.43
0.27 0.44 0.27 0.44
0.29 0.46 0.29 0.45
0.28 0.45 0.28 0.45
0.16 0.36 0.16 0.37
0.005 0.072 0.001 0.037
0.049 0.215 0.021 0.144
0.114 0.318 0.023 0.149
0.084 0.277 0.026 0.158
0.074 0.262 0.040 0.196
0.038 0.192 0.018 0.134
0.174 0.379 0.395 0.489
0.066 0.248 0.051 0.220
0.049 0.216 0.045 0.207
0.032 0.176 0.040 0.195
0.005 0.070 0.007 0.083
0.258 0.437 0.315 0.464
0.052 0.223 0.019 0.136
37.45 12.05 34.93 13.64
15.48 9.71 14.06 10.70
0.12 0.33 0.19 0.40
0.35 0.48 0.36 0.48
0.03 0.18 0.03 0.18
0.17 0.37 0.11 0.31
0.08 0.27 0.04 0.20
0.51 0.50 0.35 0.48
0.88 0.33 0.85 0.36
0.60 0.49 0.48 0.50
129,755 129,755 71,236 71,236




Table A3 (pg. 2)

Sample means and standard deviations for CPS, data pooled from all months of 1993.

enrolled in high school

enrolled in college full time

enrolled in college part time

kids less than five years old in family

kids between five and 17 years old in family

other earners in family

other earners in family*log other family earnings
age greater than 65

male*enrolled in high school

male*enrolled in college full time

male*enrolled in college part time

male*kids less than five years old in family
male*kids between five and 17 years old in family
male*other earners in family

male*other earners in family*log other family earnings
male*age greater than 65

age<21*enrolled in high school

age<21*enrolled in college full time
age<21*enrolled in college part time

age<21*kids less than five years old in family
age<21*kids between five and 17 years old in family
age<21*other earners in family

age<21*other earners in family*log other family earnings

no. of observations

CPS

occupation dist'n

ECIl same-job sample
occupation dist'n

mean std mean std
0.018 0.134 0.059 0.236
0.024 0.152 0.057 0.232
0.007 0.085 0.013 0.113
0.22 0.52 0.19 0.49
0.62 0.95 0.67 0.99
0.56 0.50 0.57 0.50
3.39 3.08 3.51 3.10
0.02 0.12 0.02 0.15
0.009 0.097 0.026 0.160
0.010 0.101 0.023 0.149
0.003 0.055 0.005 0.070
0.12 0.41 0.06 0.30
0.31 0.75 0.22 0.65
0.28 0.45 0.20 0.40
1.65 2.69 1.20 2.44
0.01 0.08 0.01 0.09
0.018 0.134 0.059 0.235
0.012 0.108 0.033 0.177
0.002 0.049 0.005 0.071
0.01 0.10 0.02 0.15
0.06 0.38 0.18 0.61
0.05 0.22 0.13 0.34
0.32 1.40 0.85 2.19
129,755 129,755 71,236 71,236




Table A4

Descriptive statistics for the number of employees in each job, based on
1993 EBS data matched to the full sample from March 1994 ECI data.

full sample, full sample, full sample,

all jobs full-time jobs part-time jobs
mean 54.9 48.0 87.0
standard deviation 174.0 162.8 216.2
minimum 1 1 1
P10 1 1
P25 3 3
median 9 8 19
P75 36 30 55
P90 113 95 190
maximum 3,130 3,130 2,858
no. of observations matched 6,628 5,779 849
no. of observations not matched 15,014 12,508 2,506
wagt. proportion of obs. matched 25.2% 26.7% 20.1%

Note: Statistics calculated using the March 1994 ECI sample weights.

Table A5

Descriptive statistics for ratio of imputed benefit costs to total benefit costs,
for full and same-job samples from March 1994 ECI data.

full sample same-job sample
mean 0.085 0.094
standard deviation 0.152 0.151
minimum 0.000 0.000
P10 0.000 0.000
P25 0.000 0.000
median 0.000 0.007
P75 0.102 0.146
P90 0.307 0.324
maximum 0.994 0.812
proportion equal to 0 0.500 0.456
no. of observations 21,642 1,138

Note: Statistics calculated using the March 1994 ECI sample weights.



